D E M O G R A P H I C research is rapidly rewriting the history of the preindustrial European population. Numerous recent local studies contradict the common stereotype of geographical stability; European communities before 1800 housed highly mobile populations. Much of this new research concerns England and France, 1 but significant migratory movement has also been found in early modern Sweden, Scotland, and Japan.
2 This paper surveys the evidence on mobility in Germany since the later Middle Ages, and places it within a broad socioeconomic context. Such summaries already exist for other western European countries. The treatments of national data, by Clark on England, and Poussou and Hufton on France, constitute an important first step in creating a comparative understanding of preindustrial migration. These studies, however, provide few statistics which accurately measure migration rate,
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and analysis is limited to discussion of different types of movement. 3 The evidence for migration before industrialization is still so scattered and unsystematic that generalizations about its frequency, form, distance, and particularly their relation to social structure, are tentative at best. Poussou notes that the historical study of migration has barely begun. 4 Because of the lack of synthesis, the myth of an immobile preindustrial society, propounded by modernization theorists, continues to dominate historical consciousness. 5 General works on economic history, family life, and social structure still describe preindustrial society as rooted. 6 The absence of discussion of migration in many general studies of social, 3. Peter Clark, "Migration in England during the Late Seventeenth and Early Eighteenth Centuries," Past and Present, no. 83 (1979) , 57-90; Jean-Pierre Poussou, "Les mouvements migratoires en France et a partir de la France de la fin du XVe siecle au debut du XIXe siecle: approches pour une synthese," Annales de Demographie Historique (1970) , 11-78; Olwen H. Hufton, The Poor of Eighteenth-Century France 1750 -1780 . 7°-9 2 -These studies categorize migration to cities as permanent, while rural movements could be temporary and circulatory. Poussou notes seasonal rural construction workers but does not discuss them in his section on urban inmigration; he discusses temporary migration in purely rural terms. Michael Flinn's The European Demographic System, 1500 -1820 (Baltimore, 1981 , 66-75, also contains much evidence on mobility, but only as a series of types (colonization, military movements, journeymen's tramping) and not integrated into his "system."
4. Poussou, "Les mouvements migratoires en France," 62, 75. 5. Major theoreticians of modernization all characterize "traditional" peasant societies as immobile: Everett E. Hagen, On the Theory of Social Change (Homewood, HI., 1962) , 71-73, 174-78, 250-52 ; Cyril E. Black, The Dynamics of Modernization: A Study in Comparative History (New York, 1966), 25-26, 55; Alex Inkeles and David H. Smith, Becoming Modern: Individual Change in Six Developing Countries (Cambridge, Mass., 1974) , 4; Marion J. Levy, Jr., Modernization and the Structure of Societies 1 (Princeton, 1966) : 87,100. Calvin Goldscheider bases his demography on modernization theory, describes traditional societies in terms of obstacles to geographical movement: kinship structures, local loyalty, economic self-sufficiency, and stable institutions. He wonders why there was so little migration: Population, Modernization, and Social Structure (Boston, 1971), 15, 51, 79, 184-89, 215-6 . Edward Shorter says that in traditional society the "vast majority of the population stayed firmly in place." Jean-Louis Flandrin describes French peasant communities as closed to an "unfamiliar and hostile" outside world; peasants were supposedly related to virtually all inhabitants of their native villages for centuries. See Shorter, The Making of the Modern Family (New York, 1975), 47; Flandrin, Families in Former Times: Kinship, Household and Sexuality, trans. Richard Southern (Cambridge, 1979) , [34] [35] 47 . Lawrence Stone's review of the historiography of the family minimizes the extent of migration: "Family History in the 1980s: Past Achievements and Future Trends," Journal of Interdisciplinary History 12 (1981): 62-63. Al so n°t e Paul Hohenberg, A Primer on the Economic History of Europe (Washington, 1968) , 162; Tom Kemp, Historical Patterns of Industrialization (London, 1978) , 48. West, trans. Cynthia Postan (Columbia, S.C., 1968) ; Frank E. Huggett, The Land Question and European Society since 1650 (New York, 1975) ; N. J. G. Pounds, An Economic History of Medieval Europe (London, 1974) ; E. A. Wrigley, Population and History (New York, 1969) ; R. E. F. Smith, Peasant Farming inMuscovy (Cambridge, 1977) . The new historical synthesis of English population patterns treats migration only as it disturbs other demographic indices: E. A. Wrigley and R. S. Schofield, The Population History of England 1541 -1871 : A Reconstruction (London, 1981 . Peter Laslett, in The World We Have Lost (New York, 1965) , 5, 147-49, calls his earlier discovery of high mobility in Clayworth and Cogenhoe "unexpected," and then ignores it.
For example, Georges Duby, Rural Economy and Country Life in the Medieval
8. Wrigley says the bulk of English migration covered less than seven miles, while Charles Tilly argues that preindustrial migration in Europe generally was confined to a local labor market: E. A. Wrigley, "Family Reconstitution," in D. E. C. Eversley, Peter Laslett, and Wrigley, eds., An Introduction to English Historical Demography from the 16th to the lgth Centuries (New York, 1966) (New York, 1977) , 36; Alain Croix, "Deux Notes sur Nantes," 148; and Francois Lebrun, "Mobilite de la population en Anjou au XVIIIe siecle," 224-25, both in Annales de Demographie Historique (1970); Goldscheider, Population, Modernization, and Social Structure, 185. 9. John Patten characterizes much of premodern migration to English cities as "aimless," leaving "real" migration as less frequent permanent rural-urban flow: English Towns 126, . See also Poussou, "Les mouvements migratoires en France, [45] [46] 10. Tilly, "Did the Cake of Custom Break?" in John M. Merriman, ed., Consciousness and Class Experience in Nineteenth-Century Europe (New York, 1979), esp. 21-22. 198
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merely displaces the watershed between stable and mobile societies backwards in time. "True peasants" were "relatively immobile."
11
The historical demography of Germany lags behind even this modest revisionism. Premodern Germans are still described as immobile in most general demographic studies.
12 Even city populations are considered exceptionally stable. Mack Walker claims that the artisans who controlled the governments of many early modern German towns prevented migration. He argues that the special nature of urban citizenship, or Biirgerrecht, effectively prevented migration for this class.
13 Only with industrialization did German society become mobile.
14 One recent dissent from this orthodoxy came from the late Allan Sharlin. His last project, an analysis with John Sammis of the remarkably complete 1701 census in Wiirzburg, provides detailed support for the importance of temporary migration in urban populations. The lack of comparative material on other German communities, however, left him unable to generalize about these findings.
15
Synthesis of local studies is needed to break the grip of outmoded theory. The evidence for German mobility is both voluminous and detailed; it challenges the accepted picture of premodern communities. I hope to provide a framework here for the more systematic local studies needed to explain what made so many Germans move.
11. Tilly, "Migration in Modern European History," 63. Flinn also makes this distinction in European Demographic System, 23.
12. Hartmut Kaelble claims that "wide unanimity" reigns on the point that "industrialization led to . . . a definite break with the immobile preindustrial society": "Einfiihrung und Auswertung," in Werner Conze and Ulrich Engelhardt, eds., Arbeiter im Industrialisierungsprozess: Herkunft, Lage und Verhalten (Stuttgart, 1979), 19-20 . Arthur E. Imhof says that premodern Germans rarely moved out of sight of their church spire: Die gewonnenen Jahre (Munich, 1981) Historique (1970), 275-94; Robert Lee, "Germany," in W. R. Lee, ed., European Demography and Economic Growth (New York, 1979 ), 161-63. 13. Walker, German Home Towns: Community, State, and General Estate, 1648 -1871 (Ithaca, 1971 14. A stress on industrialization as the cause of migration characterizes the work of Germany's leading migration researcher, Wolfgang Kollmann; his major articles are collected in Bevolkerung in der Industriellen Revolution (Gottingen, 1974) .
15. Sharlin and Sammis, "Migration and Urban Population in Pre-Industrial Europe: Wiirzburg in the Late Seventeenth and Early Eighteenth Centuries," paper at annual meeting of Social Science History Association (Bloomington, Ind., 1982) .
Steve Hochstadt
THE VOLUME OF MIGRATION IN CITY AND COUNTRYSIDE
Cities always produce the richest historical records on their populations, and the best documented class of Germans before industrialization are the urban citizens, or Burger} 6 Most cities maintained records, called Biirgerbiicher, of all newly enrolled citizens, which often indicated place of origin. Occasionally, a town government compiled a list of all current citizens for tax purposes; some of these lists have survived. Such sources afford an enlightening view of the urban propertied class and provide an introduction to the sociology of premodern migration.
Data for many German communities from the twelfth through the eighteenth centuries demonstrate that the typical Bilrger class was composed of approximately equal parts of inmigrants and natives. 17 The map shows the proportion of non-native citizens, usually exceeding 50%, in 24 communities for the years noted on the map. 18 There is no 16.1 leave aside the politically important noble and princely families, because their numbers were so small. 17. Although unwieldy, words like "inmigrant" and "outmigrant" are used here for precision. Some natives were also migrants who later returned. In any society, inmigrants are only a portion of total migrants. I avoid "immigrant" and "emigrant" as too closely tied to migration into or out of German territories as a whole.
18. Erich Keyser came to the same conclusion from fewer data in "Die Bevolkerung der deutschen Stadte," in A. 
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reason to believe that these communities were atypical: they include the largest cities (Berlin, Frankfurt, and Cologne), as well as unimportant towns (Lambsheim, Grossalsleben, and Eberswalde). City size had no apparent effect on the percentage of migrants. There is no geographic pattern, although the coverage of Germany is incomplete, especially in the east. The artisan-dominated "hometowns" of central Germany studied by Walker housed as many migrants as other cities. While the data are concentrated in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the scattered results for the twelfth and thirteenth centuries (Cologne and Rostock) also show migrant proportions near 50%.
These propertied urban citizens had a relatively high mobility despite considerable hindrances to free movement. The process of attaining citizenship was often time-consuming for a newcomer, involving letters from his birthplace attesting to legitimate birth. Sponsorship by respected townsmen was required, as well as a sometimes sizable fee. Those migrants who were unsuccessful in their attempts to enter this privileged group went unrecorded. 19 The rights of citizenship were not automatically transferable between towns. Outmigration meant loss of status, unless the Burger paid a yearly fee to maintain his privileges on return. In marry cities, citizens giving up their residence paid a 10% tax on all their holdings. 20 The sources themselves underestimate the total 
number of mobile citizens. Origin was not universally specified even in the most carefully kept Biirgerbiicher. We must also consider the circular migration of native citizens, who put in their time on the road as journeymen, or became masters temporarily in another town, before returning home. The German urban citizen who did not spend a sizable portion of his working life away from his birthplace was surely unusual. Citizens were a minority of the urban population: they appear to have comprised at most 10% to 15% of a town's population. 21 With their immediate families, this social class included 40% to 60% of urban dwellers. In the city lived other respectable craftsmen and merchants waiting to gain citizenship, or unable to afford it, variously named Beisassen, Einwohner, Einlieger, or simply nicht Burger. They were apparently distinguished from the citizens by their status as renters of living quarters rather than owners, but this line is fuzzy. 22 This group might include about 5%-io% of an urban population (20%-40% with families), even more in the largest cities. Various categories of dependent people filled out the bottom ranks of urban society. Household servants of both sexes were about I O % -1 5 % of the population. Apprentices and journeymen working for the master artisans comprised another 5%-10%, occupying the first steps on the ladder leading toward respectability in a trade. These latter groups shared several important characteristics: they were young, unmarried, and lived with their employers. They were waiting for their own chance to found a household; as they passed into their late twenties, they contributed to the late marriage age typical of western Europe.
24
These varied social classes were all more mobile than the Burger. The available evidence is scattered, but clear in its direction. In Wiirzburg in 1675, 74% of the Beisassen were inmigrants, compared to 57% of the Burger. The same social category in Lingen, north of Miinster, was composed of 80% migrants. In Frankfurt around 1700, two-thirds of the Beisassen were born outside, but only half of the Burger. 25 When we focus on the lower socioeconomic classes, mobility reached extraordinary proportions. Only one in every six craft apprentices in fifteenthcentury Rheinfelden, in northern Switzerland, was a native. At the same time, 93% of Wiirzburg's apprentices were inmigrants.
26 After apprenticeship, migration was obligatory for the craftsman; during his Wanderjahre the journeyman might visit a dozen towns seeking work. The bookbinder journeymen who migrated into Frankfurt have been studied in detail. Each year in the eighteenth century about 60 bookbinders stopped in the city from all over southern Germany. Half found a place with one of the 30 masters, remaining for about one year; the rest moved on after a short stay. Of all Handwerksgesellen in Frankfurt in 1762, only 15% were native.
27 Each trade saw a constant flow of hopeful apprentices and practiced journeymen arrive, seeking a place in the urban economy. Their yearly numbers probably greatly exceeded the number of resident masters. The lowest social classes were the most likely to be inmigrants. In early modern Weissenburg and Frankfurt, the day laborers and carters were more heavily migrant than other social Two excellent local studies show the prevalence of migration in the entire urban population. Otto Konrad Roller pioneered the technique of family reconstitution from parish registers in his 1907 work on Durlach in Baden (see map), with a population of about 3,000. Handicrafts dominated the economy, typical for a town of that size. Roller traced all documented residents of the city in the eighteenth century; their mobility confirms the patterns discussed above. Half of the master artisans who lived there had migrated to Durlach. Migrants accounted for 62% of apprentices and 86% of servants.
30
A much fuller picture is presented by the Wiirzburg census. In 1701, 65% of the resident adult (20 years or older) population had been born elsewhere, 74% of males and 57% of females. Migrants constituted 69% of male household heads, but 89% of male non-kin household members. The heads included citizens and other property owners, while servants, apprentices, and journeymen, the most migratory groups, would have been among the non-kin. Inmigration of young adult males was largely temporary: migrants seemed to marry or leave town by their late twenties. Age breakdowns of the population also indicate extensive outmigration of native males between 15 and 24 years old. 31 Because this census provides nearly complete coverage of an early modern German urban population, these figures are significant indications of the extent of mobility before industrialization. The volume and age patterns of migration both into and out of Wiirzburg in the late seventeenth century strikingly resemble those of the late nineteenth century.
Although many studies document only migration into cities, the (23)- (28), (54)- (55), (62)-(6 3 ).
31. Sharlin and Sammis, "Migration and Urban Population in Pre-Industrial Europe," 7-13-Wiirzburg census points to mobility as a continual turnover, the result of constant arrivals and departures. The rare sources which follow newcomers demonstrate how quickly most of them left. Lists of occupants of houses in a section of seventeenth-century Hannover reveal that within 14 years, 51% of these dwellings sheltered entirely new families. The next 11 years showed a 44% turnover. 32 Moves within the city are included here: residential transience included local and regional components. In a nearby rural region, also in central Germany, renters of land were in constant motion. Village registers showed that 38% had left after 5 years, while after 10 years, only 18% of the original tenants remained. 33 The founding of a new city could draw on a large pool of prospective migrants. Christian of Denmark proclaimed the city of Gliickstadt in 1616 in northern Germany. During the next four decades, 2,300 household heads arrived, but the city grew to only 750 residents: 18% left within one year of arrival, 32% within two years, and nearly half within six. The turnover of migrants from outside Germany was even higher. 34 The scarcity of sources capable of showing turnover increases the importance of the few which trace migration in both directions. Roller's family reconstitution study stressed the constant flux in Durlach's population. Of those born in Durlach during the eighteenth century, only 64% died there. When we allow for high infant and child mortality, the proportion of Durlach natives who reached adulthood and died in Durlach drops below half. Migration is still underestimated here since many of these people had moved away and later returned; this was probably true of virtually all those natives who became master artisans. Migrants to Durlach, even family groups, usually moved through rather than into the town: 70% of all new households later left. Included in this figure are 110 families of master craftsmen, about a sixth of all inmigrant masters. 35 migration in rreinaustnal L^ermany in northern Bavaria. The native-born left in about the same proportion as in Durlach, approximately a third, of the total. This constant outmigration meant that few families could ever be considered "old-timers": in 1720 about 20 families in a population of 1,000 were still represented from 1550. Half of these families held office often in the town government, indicating the correspondence between geographical stability and political power. Of the newcomers between 1580 and 1720, less than 30% stayed permanently. While these transients were represented in all occupations, they were concentrated in the most menial jobs such as day laborers or carters.
36
Were there others in the city, too, who do not appear in the usual sources? I am not referring to visitors or travellers, but to regular, though temporary, residents. In normal times, there were always unskilledjobs for temporary workers. Construction or reconstruction after military devastation, street cleaning, and transport were possible employments for day laborers seeking an alternative to begging. Local fairs or markets could be a boon to the underemployed. Some German scholars of premodern cities mention a "fluctuating population" of unknown size. We cannot know much about these people because they apparently escaped even the most detailed urban documentation.
37 This floating population was probably entirely migratory, making a living through mobility.
Onto the usual blend of temporary and permanent migration, which was an integral part of preindustrial German life, we must add extraordinary migratory movements in response to emergency. The recurring demographic crises which shattered premodern communities usually 38 City walls might offer protection against marauding armies or the possibility of food reserves. During the worst years of war and disease in the early seventeenth century, 2,500 refugees were counted in Kassel, alongside a normal population of 5,7oo.
39 Some of these newcomers might later fill the gaps left in the local society, while the rest departed. Less spectacular were the minor events which seriously affected local economies. When the Markgraf of Baden-Durlach moved his residence from Durlach to Karlsruhe in 1715, a tide of artisans and merchants followed the court. 40 The construction of a palace, a treaty altering the trading privileges of a city, or a change in political or religious allegiance could create new streams of migration or deflect old ones.
The above evidence suggests extensive mobility. Annual migration rates provide the most accurate comparison of the volume of migration with other times and places, but their calculation requires knowledge of the size of a population and the number of migrants, an unusual combination in premodern sources. Table 1 displays those migration rates which can be reliably estimated, both for Burger and for total populations. These rates, although based upon different types of sources (Biirgerbucher, tax lists, and parish registers), lie within a relatively narrow range. They are similar to more speculative estimates made by Theodor Penners, who carefully compiled evidence for migration to Baltic cities in the fourteenth century: he believed that the rate of inmigration of citizens to Liibeck, Danzig, Wismar, and Stralsund was at least .03 yearly. 41 The constant turnover of urban populations is indicated by the 
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equivalence of in-and outmigration rates wherever both can be calculated. The values in Table 1 are most useful as minimum migration estimates for communities in preindustrial Germany. The records of Burger mention only those who applied successfully for citizenship, who established permanent residence in a town, and who gained a certain respectability. The rates for entire populations originate in sources which reported only those persons who participated in major familial events-birth, marriage, or death. Entire families could enter and leave a community without ever becoming involved in these documents. Single apprentices and servants are hardly ever noted; seasonal movements are ignored. Only the rates for Veen indicate all reported migrations from a population register.
Based on Table 1, we must limit our conclusions to the following modest statements. Before 1800, Burger had yearly migration rates of about .02 to .06, at a minimum. Since they were the least mobile urban group, the rates shown for total populations were higher, ranging from .03 to .08. The inclusion of all migrations, as would be measured by modern population registers, might well bring the rate for many communities to .10 or more. Cities experienced equivalent volumes of inand outmigration, representing a mixture of temporary circulation and permanent entries and exits. As measures of mobility within premodern German urban society, these preliminary calculations have profound implications. The equivalent rate in the mid-nineteenth century was under .10. In the 1970s, migration rates in and out of German cities averaged .06 per year. In all probability, German urban communities in the centuries before industrialization housed a more mobile population than they do now. Only in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries did urban migration reach significantly higher levels than those shown in Table 1 , peaking at nearly .20 just before World War I. 42 Population movements in rural villages are much more difficult to describe due to the scarcity of studies. Although the evidence is meager, it does conform to the urban results regarding volume and class differentials. Several studies of rural communities indicate the volume of permanent outmigration. In several villages in the Rhon mountains of central Germany, about 20%-22% of those born in the early eighteenth century left home. The same was true for eighteenth-century Finkenwarder, an island in the Elbe near Hamburg; in the seventeenth century an even greater proportion had left, about 25%-3O%. These numbers must be corrected to reflect high rates of infant and child mortality. From one-third to one-half of all children died before reaching the age of 20, so that of those who achieved maturity, outmigration reached 40%-50% in the seventeenth century and 35% in the eighteenth. These villages were relatively isolated from contact with neighboring communities. 43 As in the city, class strongly influenced migration rates. Moreover, 
the structure of the community as a unit affected the mobility of all its classes. A study of three Mecklenburg farming communities in the eighteenth century, in which land was held by peasants, a monastery, and a nobleman, respectively, demonstrates differential mobility among social classes, as well as among village types. In all three communities the most rooted were the children of peasants with title to or long leases on their land. More likely to leave were children of landless laborers or peasants with plots too small to support a family. The offspring of rural craftsmen had the highest mobility. On the farm, as in the city, the highest social class (among the peasantry) was the least geographically mobile. The peasant village had the most stable population; even here, however, 42% of all peasant children and over 50% of landless children left in the eighteenth century. In the monastery village, a much higher outmigration reflected the less secure land tenure. Two-thirds of peasant children departed. Least stable were the farmers of the nobility's land: 75% of peasant children and nearly all of the day laborers' offspring left. The migrants from these latter two villages often moved locally, sometimes returning in subsequent generations, as they sought employment rather than land. 44 In sum, well over half of all children born in these villages who reached adulthood left their homes.
Probably more important than permanent migration for agrarian communities was the seasonal migration which helped to supplement insufficient incomes. The temporary migrants found in preindustrial German cities were mainly of rural origin. 45 They comprised one current in the many streams of temporary migration flowing in and out of agricultural villages. For landless laborers unable to find enough work with their more prosperous neighbors, for peasants with too little land to support a family, and for artisans with insufficient customers, the most effective and frequent response was seasonal migration. "Each spring the roads of Europe came alive as peasants streamed out of their villages and fell in with the bands from other villages to seek work in distant places, and the roads teemed again in late autumn when the 44. Irmgard Kothe, Das mecklenburgische Landvolk in seiner bevolkerungsbiologischen Ent- wicklung (Leipzig, 1941) , 72-83. For differential rural mobility by class, see also Penners, "Bevolkerungsgeschichtliche Probleme der Land-Stadtwanderung," 115-16; John Knodel, "Natural Fertility in Pre-industrial Germany," Population Studies 32 (1978): 509. Differential mobility among villages of varying structure is shown for Sweden by Gaunt, "Pre-industrial Economy and Population Structure, 45. Blendinger, "Bevolkerungsbewegung in der ehemaligen Reichsstadt Weissenburg," 75. workers began their homeward trek." 46 Earnings from outside labor permitted the establishment of families and the retention of tiny plots by supplementing the family's own farm income. From Spain to Russia migratory peasants linked disparate economic systems: traditional grain production, city construction projects, hay-growing livestock regions, rural industry, and herring fisheries.
Peasants' need for supplemental income was one prerequisite for seasonal migration. The other was an uneven seasonal distribution of agricultural labor which allowed part of the peasant family to spend extended periods away from home. This symbiotic balance is shown by the Hollandsgehen, probably the most extensive seasonal stream in preindustrial Germany. Cereal agriculture in the Miinsterland using the threefield system and hand tools had its slack season in the summer.
47 During this time the farm could be left in the hands of the wife or older children, while one or both parents migrated to southern Holland, where livestock production required summer hay harvests. Dutch brick factories also provided summer work. 48 The native labor force of Dutch landless peasants had already been absorbed by the rapid growth of commercial cities on the coast. Thus the agricultural regions of Holland drew labor from less developed areas of northwestern Germany.
Johannes Tack, the major investigator of the Hollandsgehen, estimated that sizable portions of the population in the corner of Germany between the Dutch border and the cities of Minister, Hanover, and Hamburg spent every summer in Holland cutting hay, digging peat for fuel, catching herring, or firing bricks. The scattered statistics now available show a clear growth in the number of these seasonal migrants after the Thirty Years' "War. By the eighteenth century some districts annually sent Via\f of their total male population.* 9 At the same time, poor peasants in the Ruhr valley used winter coal mining as an income supplement, remaining on the farm during the summer growing vegetables. (Princeton, 1978) 
Jerome Blum, The End of the Old Order in Rural Europe
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The first factories in the Niirnberg area in the seventeenth century employed the seasonal labor of local peasants.
50
Although there is little known about the direction, extent, and duration of the individual seasonal migrations which crisscrossed the map of Germany before 1800, they seem to have become more prevalent in the eighteenth century. Streams of migrants were threads knitting together urban and rural communities. Many rural seasonal migrants appeared in cities as carters, masons, or day laborers. Primitive forms of industrial labor were frequently seasonal. Longer migratory periods were characteristic of urban servants, who usually originated in the countryside. Urban turnover was merely rural circulation seen from another perspective. The map and Table 1 demonstrate that community size had no obvious effect on mobility. One valuable study of the wine region around Rudesheim, the Rheingau, allows us to estimate an inmigration rate of .03 for sixteenth-century Burger in the villages along the Rhine and in the hills. 51 On the basis of the evidence presented so far, there is little reason to believe that cities were more mobile than villages. Migration affected all types of German communities, although the forms of mobility may have differed widely. Probably only a minority of German migrants fit the pattern of permanent rural-to-urban migration which is frequently taken for the norm.
Using English data, Keith Wrightson hypothesizes that three nearly separate communities existed in rural England: well-established landowners participating in local affairs, the more transient poor, and constantly mobile servants.
52 A more complex model might be applied to the German evidence presented above. Possession of substantial urban or rural property made migration less likely and more permanent. It was not unusual, however, for self-sufficient peasants or master craftsmen to move during their working lives. Higher mobility characterized those with less sizable investments: apprentices and journeymen, on one hand, and peasants with small plots, on the other, would both move frequently until they could establish themselves in a community. In both countryside and city, wage labor was furnished by the poorest 51. Calculations based on data in Struck, "Sozialgeschichte des Rheingaus," 126,129. 52. Wrightson, "Social Differentiation in Rural England," 37.
classes, who followed whatever opportunities for employment existed in the interstices of the preindustrial economy. Here were the seasonal migrants, the urban "floaters," the vagrants and beggars in hard times. These people were recruited from the bottom of the rural hierarchy, holders of tiny plots, cottagers, and Tagelohner, who provided temporary labor wherever it was needed. These social layers also represent stages in the life cycle: some apprentices became masters; inheriting peasant sons might have been sent out as servants in their teens. Mobility was especially characteristic of the young and the poor in preindustrial Germany. But no social group was "immobile" in this economy; dichotomies between stable peasants and mobile proletarians or between permanent migration and aimless wandering are misleading. Migration was an integral and regular part of a a relatively stable social and economic order.
THE MIGRATORY PATH
The previous section concentrated on frequency and form of migration. We now turn our attention to the migratory path itself. Where did migrants originate and how far did they travel? The distance travelled by migrants helps us to assess the character of mobility in a society. If migration covered only short distances, high levels of mobility could still be associated with relative isolation of communities. The importance of migration in the lives of individuals increases as their journeys extend over wider areas and cross cultural or economic boundaries. The German data indicate that long-distance movements were significantly more important than in France or England. The length of migration was related to the migrant's social and geographical background. Religion and politics played an important role in determining possible destinations.
A number of studies have published detailed breakdowns of the distances migrants travelled. Most of this information concerns Burger. The variety of distance categories used makes comparison somewhat difficult: the data are summarized in Table 2 under several overlapping rubrics. Certainly the most intense migratory movement to any community was from its surroundings. Probably about 20% to 40% of all migrant citizens originated in the local area, within a radius of 10-15 miles. Half or more came from less than 30 miles. But significant numbers travelled further, with 10% to 20% moving over 100 miles. The seasonal Hollandsgdnger travelled 100 miles each way. Longer distances were covered by the hundreds of thousands of colonists moving east-214
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ward: cities on the periphery of German settlement, like Danzig or Iglau (see map), drew sizable numbers from distant locations. Steve Hochstadt
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The data in Table 2 show how average distance varied with the social group under consideration. Both groups of journeymen travelled further than the Burger. On the other hand, marriage partners in and around Giessen were recruited locally. This latter pattern may be the basis for the belief that preindustrial migrants moved short distances. Many French studies of migration are based only on marriage records, which tend to exclude much mobility, especially over longer distances.
53 Data for Canterbury also show shorter average moves than any of the Burger samples.
54 Perhaps the English did tend to travel locally. The German evidence demonstrates that sweeping characterizations of preindustrial migration as local are incorrect.
The length of a migrant's journey to a preindustrial city was strongly influenced by social factors. While rural and urban communities contributed equally, on the average, to urban inmigration, recruitment patterns differed substantially by type of origin. Migrants from cities became more numerous with increasing distance travelled, until they were clearly predominant among those moving 100 miles or more.
55 Expressed in another way, the majority of rural migrants to cities were locally recruited, while the majority from other cities moved long distances. The differences in average distance travelled shown in Table 2 were partially due to the differing blends of urban/rural origin of the migrants. The journeymen were mostly urban and they moved the 216 Migration in Preindustrial Germany greatest distances; the marriage partners in the Giessen hinterland were 88% rural, probably accounting for their shorter moves. 56 Migrants' socioeconomic status influenced their ability to negotiate longer distances. While the more affluent migrated less frequently, their movements covered greater distances. In seventeenth-century Weissenburg, only 36% of day laborers came from more than 10 miles away, but 65% of artisans travelled at least that far. Danzig in the seventeenth century and Braunschweig in the eighteenth showed the same pattern. 57 Urban origin itself was an indication of a migrant's higher status. Danzig had three distinct classes of Burger: merchant, artisan, and worker. Among merchant inmigrants, 77% were of urban origin, but only 59% for artisans, and 44% for day laborers. In eighteenth-century Wolfenbiittel, 3 8% of rural but only 4% of urban inmigrants acquired the lowest level of citizenship. Yet urban/rural origin and distance were separately related to the migrant's place in the new community. Even when urban or rural migrants to a city are considered alone, the average status of the migrant rose as distance from the point of origin increased. 58 The link between distance, social status, and mobility returns us to the tricky question of permanence. For the lower classes, the search for a livelihood could end with the next village or a nearby city. This allowed for easy and frequent return to origin. Distances increased with the difficulty of finding a suitable social position, a niche in local society, commensurate with the migrant's previous socioeconomic status. The more rarefied the position, the more dispersed it was over the German landscape. At the very top of the social hierarchy, the European aristocracy's international search for appropriate marriage partners reflected their willingness to migrate as far as necessary to maintain status.
Migratory distance and especially direction in premodern Germany were also affected by regional differences in culture and politics; religion played a major role in determining paths of migration. Durlach was a Protestant city and 78% of the migrants with known origin came from Protestant territories, some at great distance; few arrived from neighboring Catholic Baden-Baden. Protestant Berlin housed many migrants from the Rhineland, mainly a Catholic region, but they originated in the scattered Protestant towns there. Considerable movement existed within the Rhineland, but it tended to link communities of similar religion. 59 The religious controversies of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries did not always alter the existing geography of migration. Wiirzburg in northern Bavaria drew most of its fifteenth-century migrants from the east and south, as political conflicts and the Main River tended to isolate the city from its northern neighbors. The religious division of the next two centuries hardened this separation, as Bavaria remained Catholic and northern Germany favored Protestantism. The distribution of migrant origins remained the same in "Wurzburg throughout this period. Yet Weissenburg, which became a Protestant enclave in the heart of Bavaria, attracted migrants mainly from northern Germany. 60 Changing political alignments could affect existing patterns: after a 1728 agreement between the Badische Pfalz and Baden-Durlach forbade any migratory exchanges, few migrants from the Pfalz appeared in Durlach. Ethnic and national affiliation also shaped migration fields. The German city of Iglau (Jihlava) in present-day Czechoslovakia drew from regions populated by Germans toward the northwest, rather than from Slavic areas to the east or south. Migrants to Strasbourg were German until French occupation in 1681 ended the city's independent status; thereafter more French Catholics were recorded.
61
Neither politics nor religion could entirely prevent migration in certain directions, but they substantially influenced and guided pathways.
CAUSES OF MIGRATION
Migration is a necessary element in all historical forms of material life, nomadic, agrarian, and industrial. Thus it cannot be said to be uniquely "caused" by a certain stage in the development of economic life. Yet 218
Migration in Preindustrial Germany
the particular significance of migration in a society is determined by the relationship between social structure and economic activity. The migratory streams which swept through each German city and village were shaped by the general organization of material life in a predominantly agricultural society. In this final section, I will attempt to create a socioeconomic framework for explaining German preindustrial mobility which both fits the known evidence and goes beyond it. A broader empirical basis is needed to confirm these generalizations.
Each historical system of food production requires a certain level of mobility for its own maintenance. As nomadism gave way to agriculture, the level of mobility fell: a community could use a piece of land for longer periods before needed resources were exhausted.
62 Early forms of organized agriculture, using slash-and-burn forest clearance and long fallows, still required entire villages to move after several decades in one location. During the Middle Ages, European agriculture gradually became more settled. The first reference to the three-field system in Germany occurred in the eighth century. During the next few hundred years, this technological leap increased the permanence of rural communities, reducing the required level of mobility.
63 Thus the volume of "technologically determined" mobility has gradually decreased.
The three-field system circumscribed the amount of cultivated land in a village. Short fallow periods necessitated perpetual fertilization, in turn dependent upon sources of fertilizer. The area of the local heath or peat bog and the size of animal flocks put a limit on the area which could be kept fertile. 64 As long as population size was congruent with the availability of good land, most families could be supported by their own plots. When population growth caused the size of the community to surpass this limit, "socially determined" mobility began to increase. The relatively high volume of migration traced in the previous sections was a result of socially determined mobility in a period of expanding population.
For several centuries, attractive migratory opportunities helped main- Long-Term Trends (Chicago, 1981), 95; Alan Mayhew, Rural Settlement and Farming in Germany (New York, 1973) , 84-85. 64. Mayhew, Rural Settlement and Farming in Germany, 20. 220
employment opportunities when peasant families farmed their plots themselves. Braudel notes that Wurttemberg, the most densely populated German area around 1500, was the best place to recruit mercenaries. 69 Saxony, the eastern "frontier" of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, began to experience the same problems of overcrowding that had propelled migrants out of the older German regions. By the sixteenth century, urban renters and rural landpoor there were seeking work. 70 Socially determined mobility emanated from these classes. Demographic disasters periodically relieved the pressure on resources and employment. The combined effects of the Black Death and the Thirty Years' War probably left the German population in 1650 at a lower level than in 1350. 71 Only in the late seventeenth and especially in the eighteenth century did the rural social structure change fundamentally under the combined influence of demographic and economic factors. Population growth accelerated unchecked. Throughout early modern Germany, renters of tiny parcels or independent day laborers were becoming a substantially larger proportion of the rural population; their names varied from Hduslinge or Brinksitzer in lower Saxony, Einlieger or Instleute near the Dutch border, Soldner or Seldner in Bavaria, to Tagelohner in many places. For example, the number of selfsupporting peasants in Saxony barely grew between 1550 and 1750, while the landpoor and landless multiplied five times, only to triple again during the next hundred years. 72 These peasants were Germany's migrant workers.
Inheritance patterns affected the form but not the essential content of this population growth. Lutz Berkner compared the seventeenthcentury social structure of two regions in central Germany: Calenberg, where inheritances were not divided, and nearby Gottingen, where they were. By 1689, over two-thirds of rural holdings were under five hectares in both places. In Calenberg, there was a higher proportion of landless, while the majority of Gottingen peasant households were cottagers with tiny plots. Population growth led to disproportionate increase in rural classes unable to support themselves. These areas typified the wider German landscape, divided broadly between the partible southwest and impartible north and east. 73 In regions of partible inheritance, subdivided parcels became too small to support a family. Where governments intervened to protect the Vollbauer, as in northwestern and central Germany, a landless proletariat developed. Landowners could turn this situation to their advantage. In the northwest, they created a new class of partially dependent laborers by renting small plots in exchange for cash and help in the harvest. These so-called Heuerleute were thereby rooted but underemployed. 74 A newly hostile urban attitude toward inmigrants reduced opportunities for permanent escape from rural poverty. By the sixteenth century, many cities were no longer welcoming newcomers; urban governments tried to use political force to limit inmigration. In the Frankenland in northern Bavaria, where the area inside many town walls was already filled with houses in the fifteenth century, local officials tried to restrict citizenship to the first-born sons of native Burger. 15 The xenophobic attitude of seventeenth-and eighteenth-century townsmen, which Mack Walker documents in German Home Towns, surely resulted from population growth. Yet it is easy to mistake their rhetoric for success.
76
Scattered evidence does point to slightly declining inmigration of Burger in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Those series of Biirger-
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biicher which cover lengthy periods (there are eight) show falling proportions of migrants among newly inscribed citizens after 1600. In Frankfurt, not only did the number of inmigrant male citizens diminish, but both migrants and natives increasingly found their wives within the city.
77 Yet these data are not definitive evidence for declining urban inmigration. Local governments had full control over legal admission to citizenship, but much less power to stop migration. In the Rheingau, as the inmigration of Burger fell, the class of Beisassen grew rapidly.
78
Emigration from Germany was the last available means of permanent migration. In the eighteenth century, unprecedented waves of emigrants, especially from the overcrowded southwest, flowed to Hungary, America, Poland, and Russia. Hans Fenske estimates that 500,000 left between 1683 and 1812.
79
German mobility changed in response to socioeconomic transformation. As opportunities for permanent exit dwindled, circulatory forms of migration increased. The cities may have been successful in limiting citizenship to natives, but they could do little to stop the constant flow of temporary migrants in and out. Growth in the number o£Heuerleute or Tagelohner fueled the expansion of seasonal movements. The Hollandsgehen spread to new regions in the northwest, reaching its peak in the eighteenth century.
80
The rural poor of late seventeenth-and eighteenth-century Germany made one final adaptation, besides migration, to persistent agricultural underemployment: they applied their energies to home manufacture of industrial goods. Protoindustrialization, the extension to the countryside of large-scale, although dispersed, methods of manual production in textiles, metals, and other products, allowed poor peasants to supplement inadequate incomes. By adding earnings from cottage industry to those provided by tiny plots or agricultural labor, the rural lower class might avoid migration. The availability of surplus labor in the countryside, the ultimate cause of mobility, was also a precondition for the growth of rural industry, which could replace the need for migration.
81
Did protoindustrialization anchor the German population? Although migration data from before 1800 are inadequate to confirm this hypothesis, the earliest nineteenth-century German statistics do provide support. Unique community-level registration data for the region around Diisseldorf show a clear relationship between economic activity and mobility. In general, migration rates hardly varied between agricultural villages and industrial cities. But in the purely cottage-industrial communities near Diisseldorf mobility was 50% lower. 82 The spread of protoindustry in both villages and towns in the eighteenth century provided an alternative use of underemployed time for poor families. In the Rhineland, Silesia, and other industrial regions, the need for mobility was reduced by protoindustry, while simultaneously being encouraged by population growth. Yet protoindustrialization could only be a temporary solution. In some regions, the demographic response was even more rapid population growth, a useful short-term family strategy with disastrous long-term consequences. 83 Income from rural als Ausgangsgebiet saisonaler Arbeiterwanderungen in den ersten Jahrzehnten des 20.
